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,1'he purposes of this study were to identify the effect of U8NIaS attendance on
Ctllege boend scores and to determine how veil USNAPS graduates perform at the
U.$. Military Acaemy and as Army officers. Datrewere obtained on menbr.:sn of
USMAPS •lasses as far back as the late 1940or and as current As The I•SNA Clas

of t9h5. stUIdy indicated the aollowir4c (1) USMAPS attendance imro nd

College Board scoreeo (2) at USNA, Prepstere did :ess well in academic" but at
leatt 'as well or better than non-Prepaters in leadt.ship ratings; (3) Prepsters
haS a higher Lttrition rate than non-Prepaters at USMAI (4) The Adjutant
General's input had a higher "success rate" than the Active Army's, and (5) as
Army officers, Prejaters and non-Propsterr performed equally on three perform-
ance indicep but un a fourth, retention on active duty, Prepaters had a higher

rate.
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Introductioni0,
The U.S. Military Academy Preparatory School (USMAPS) is a v.S. ltmy school which assists
selected members of the Armed Forces to prepare end qua'ify, academically. physically,
and militarily for e.trance irto the U.S. Military Academy (USKA). Individuala who com-
plots the ten-month course of instruction at UKSMAPS autoowtically receive a nomination to
the Military Academy. They then compete with non-USMAPS nominees ?or appoinements to

"•' lISN?,.

In moe specific terms, the mihsionl of USMAPS is threefolds

1. To provid* inst.-eution and training to a~aast indlivtduals to qualify in academics
and physical aptitude for entrance into USMA.

S2. To provide inptructioi and training which wid assist individuals in the areas of
academics, milxtary aptitue., and physical aptitude after their cntrance into USA.

3. To %liminate individuals who obviously lack k;•otivatio., academic potential, orI, military aptitude for USNA.

Recently, th3 DOW Committee on Vxcellence in Education, the Commat~dant of USMAPS, the
General Accounting Office, and the Director of Admnissions and Registrar at USMA have var-
bully expressed concern over how well USMIPS is meeting the goals of .ts mission. This
concern possibly has occurred becaivie (f the cost of training at USMAPS--estimated by the
General Accouting Office to be $2C,000 per man.

In genezal, questions have centered on three major topics:

I. How well does USMAPS accomplish its academic mission?

2. How well do USNAPS %raduates perform at USMA? a

3. Now well do UONAPS graduates perfor, as Army officers?

The purposo of the present study was to investigate somo elements of the above three
questions. Rmsponsibility of th'e Of fic'o of the Director of Ynstitutional Research for

osoiducting research concerning USMAPr iz tonzai,.ed in USMA Reg 350-18.

Method

STwo approaches were us• to answer the three questions raised in the Introducti'-. The
first consisted of a liteaxature review of past studleg that i&vy dealt with similar is-

aues. The second was based on new dare that were gathered withi the purpose of updating,
expanding, and making bore defi•dtive our kn~owledge about USMAPS. From these new data,
information on the question concerning how well USMMAS accomplishes its academic mission
wat obtaited by comparing College Entrance Examination Board scoren (SAT-verbal ani SAT-
math) obtained prior to the beginning of training at USMAPS with those obtained at a
January administration. The January administration came after the first term, which is
specificaily designed to prepare individuals for the College Board tests. It should be
noted that imrovoment in mathematics and English i-3 the main academ:ic goal of USMAPS.
It eirectly follows that i! USMAPS ia meeting this goal, then inpiovtment in mathematics
and English 16, the result. V'or this phase of the study, dropouts and graduates of the
USMAPS Class of 1971 were used. In addition to examining changes in mean scoreu fot the
,otal class, a separate aualysis baaed on the source of appointment tv USMAPS wa& diso
made. 'this analysis was made on indiv 4 diuals already on active duty at the time ol appli-
cation, called the Active Army or AA group, and on individuals not rnn Active Army duty '
at the time of application, called The Adjutant General or TAG group. USNAPS retention
data were also obtained and analyted cepakately for these two groups.

1USN?!,S Catalogue, C~A Pam 351-l..
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To determine if the USMAPS program was beneficial to all ability level groups, quintiles
based on pre-USMAPS College Board scores for the USMAPS Class of 1971 were formed, and
each quintile was tested for differences in the prior and January administration of the
College Boards.

Information pertaining to the performance of USNAPS graduates at USKA was obtained by
comparing them with non-USMAPS graduates on four USMA performance variables. The first
three comparisons were made on cumulative General Grade Point Average (GGPA), cumulative
Academic Average, and current Leadership Evaluation Score (LES), while controlling for,
respectively, Whole Man Score, CEER of record, and Leadership Potential Score. Academic

Average and GGPA were gathered as of the Summer of 1974 and reflect three full years of
performance at USMA. LES was the 2nd Class year-end leadership rating. The subjects for
thiu phase of the study were those still enrolled from the USMA Class of '74. The AA and
TAG breakouts wore also used. The fourth performance variable, retention as of the Sumer

of 1974 was investigated while employing the same control variables as mentioned above.

Concerning perfoz.tance as Army officers, USKAPS and non-USMAPS graduates from the USMA
Classes of 1961, 62, 63, 64 and 65 were compared on three performance indices obtained
from the Office of Personnel Operations (OPO), Department of the Army. The indices were
compiled as of January 1972 and were:

1. Six Year Order of Merit List Rankings (6-Year ONLR's). These rankings wer* based
on cumulations obtained for active duty officers up to their sixth year of service and on
resignees up to departure but not exceeding their sixth year of service. The rankings
were based on efficiency reports and were prepared separately by each branch. The offi-
cers were then placed in upper, middle and lower thirds within branches. All ONLRIs
contained USMA graduates only, and no comparisons with other sources of cousissioning
were made.

2. Current Order of Merit List Rankings (Current OMLR'o). These rankings were based
on military and civilian education, combat experience, awards and decorations, comuand
and staff experience, and manner of performance and potential as reflected on all effi-
ciency reports. Approximately 74% of the scoring value was placed on the command, staff,
mannor of performance, and potential categories. These rankings were prepared separately
by branch, and the officers were placed in the upper, middle, or lower third within
branches. Only active duty officers as of January 1972, and who were USMA qraduates,
were included.

3. Promotions. This variable was scored by assigning a value of 3 to all officers
who received an e~rly promotion, a 1 to all whose promotions had been delayed, and a 2
for all others.

Information on a fourth officer performance criterion, retention on active duty for
USMAPS and non-USMAPS graduates, was obtained for members of the USMA Classes of 1951
through 1966.

Concerning the N's for the performance groups at USMAPS, USMA, and in the Army, it was
not always noisible to utilize the official full strength N's. This was so because mul-
tipl.e computer fileh wero used to collate the data, and some individuals did not '-ave the
same identification numbeis on each file. The non-matches were discarded. However,
several checks with other data showed the non-matches to be randomly distributed.

Results

The findi-, "iG-. the literature review and those basid on new data that were obtained
specifically for the present study will be prnsented in thrje sections, each of which
will cover one of tho three questions raised in the Introduction.

1. How well does USMAPS accomplish its academic mission? Reuults of comparing the
g' change in the Colloge Board scores for the USMAPS Class of 1971 are shown in Tables 1, 2,

and 3. Table 1 indicates that for USMAPS graduates, the Total group and both the TAG and
AA groups all increased their SAT-V and SAT-M scores by a statistically significant
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amount, indicating that the increases were not chance occurrences. If USNPS had no ef-
fact on the College Boards, then the scores would have been as likely to decrease %s to
increase. For the Total, TAG and AA groups the mean incresies ranged from 22 to 73
points, and the SAT-K scores increased more than the SAT-V scores.

Table 2 shows the sam comparisons for individuals who were members of the USNAPS Class A

of 1971 but who failed to graduate. As was found for the graduates, the Total and AA
groups boWh showed statistically significant increases in their SAT-V and SAT-M scores,
with greater increase in SAT-M. However, unlike the graduates, the scores to- dropouts
in the TAG group did not increase significantly.

In comparing the change in College Board scores for quintiles, Table 3 shows that each
quintile significantly increased its SAT-N score from the prior to January test admini.-
trations. For SAT-V the top and second quintiles did not increase their scores to a
statistically significant degree, but the other three quintiles did.

Other studies dealing with changes in College Board scores have resulted in findings
similar to those described above. For members of the USNAPS Class of 1968, the average
increase in both the SAT-N and SAT-V scores for those who had taken both the prior and
January examinations was about 50 points (Duggins. 1968). In a similar study (USNAPS

Annual Report, 1973) dealing with the USNAPS Classes of 1971, 1972, and 1973, large in-
creases were also found between the prior and January testings. For SAT-V, the increases
for the Clasues of 1971, 72,6 73 were, respectively, 26, 44 and 39. For SAT-N the in-
creases were 51, 45, and 59. In an earlier study, Narron (1965) investigated the change
in College Board scores for individuals enrolled at ten well-known preparatory schools,
including USNAPS. He also found large differences between the pre and post training
scores.

No prior studies were found that dealt with College Board chaklges for dropouts, nor did
any divide the gradua-e group into quintiles that were based upon the prior SAT scores as
did the present study.

2. How well do USNAPS graduates perform at USNA? Comparison of USKAPS and non- W
USHAPS graduates on performance at USNA is shown in Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7. Table 4

indicates that for all CEER score ranges except 200-500, USMAPS graduates performed
below, their non-USMAPS counterparts on cumulative Acedomic Average. For the 2U0-500 CEER

erange. ere was no significant difference in academic performance. Table 5 shows
silr rfindings for cumulative General Grade Point Average. p..jle 6 points out that

tho two groups did not differ statistically on their leadership scores. Retention
f~jures for USNAPS and non-USMAPS graduates are listed in Table 7. Overall, 53 percent
of the Prep group were still enrolled, compared to 66% for the non-Prep group, which is
a statistically significant difference. Individuals with CEER scores between 200-500
and W1S between 2000-5500 appear to be particularly vulnerable to )oeaving USMA.

Table 8 compares individuals who were TAG or AA appointees to USMAPS and later came to
the Military Academy. Results of the t tests indictrte that there were no significant
differences in performance for the TAG and AA groups on the major USMA performance
indices.

Table 9 presents retention data for the AA and TAG subgroups. Analyses of success rates
showed that for each of the four classes, there were statistically significant differ-
ences between the two groups at the .001 level, with TAG's having a much higher retention
or success rate.

Table 10 lists the reasons why USMAPS and non-USMAPS graduates left the Military Academy.
By far the most frequently given reason for both groups w's "resigned for motivational
causes," with 63 percent of LSMAPS losses and 76 percent of non-USMAPS losses listing
this reason. The small N's for the other categories makes comparisons difficult, but
there does not appear to be any outstanding differences between the two groups for each
reason listed.

Several previous studies also have dealt with the performance of USMAPS graduates at the
Military Academy. The findings of these studies and the present one con~erning Academic
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O Average are similar. with ouO-USW8PS graduates scoring higher. For oxamp!a. Morqovsky
(1971) using Members of the Clasees of 1971-1974, Via* (1968) dealing with the Classes
of 1970-71, and Howland (1968) studying the Class of 1970, all concluded that USHAPS
graduates have lower academic averages than non-UBNAPS graduates. Since there is sme
overlap in classes for the** studies, it must be reallsed that they are not completely
independent of cno another. Wise also found that College Board scores overpredict aca-
deic performanc, of USMAPS graduates at US"A. In addition, a memorandum from Howland
(1%?) indicated that for the Classes of 1963-1970, USNAPS graduates stood somewhat
lower (performed more poorly) in General Order of Merit. Wise (1968) also came to the
same conclusion about General Grade Point Average.

Such agreement between the present and past studies was not the case when leadership
ability ratings were used as the cowl.rison variable. Morgovsky (1971), Wise (1968). and
Howland (1968) all found that USHFPS gradu-tes perform better than other cadets on end-of-
Fourth Class Year %SR. Modsger and Houston (1973) investigated the combined Classes of

l96!-1973 and concluded that USNAPS graduates rtat higher (perform better) than non-Prep
cadets in term-end First Class Year AIR Order of Merit. Howver, they did note that for
individual classes there were mixed results, with some classes having USAPS graduates
score higher, others having them score lowr, and in still others, there wore no signifi-
cant differences between the uvo g9oups.

Concerning retention, a past s..Ady by Wire (1968) resulted in similar findings to the
present study. Investigating the Classes of 1970-71, he found that for TAG's four out
of five entered USI4A, while for AA's fo-jr out of five failed to enter USNA. Once at
USNA, TAG's had a lower attrition rate than the WA's. A study by Nedsger and Houston
(1973) provides tiond inforwation abiut a.tritAon of US•I.PS end non-USNAPS graduates
from USNA(Table :1). From their data, it is obvious that for many years USNAPS graduates
have had a higher attrition rate at USNA than non-USNAPS cadets.

3. How well do USMAPS graduates perform as Army officers? Data answering this ques-
tion are given in Table 12, which shows that there were no significant differences

*k between Uma)S and non-uSNAPS graduates on any of the three criteria. In fact, the

'.. groups seem to be so well matched that on 8 of the 15 comparisons USNAPS grads scored
numerically but not significantly higher, and on the remaining 7. non-USHAPS grads were
nonsignificantly higher.

Concerning the fourth officer performance criterion, retention on active duty, data from
former studies were relied upon. Table 13 shows the resignation rates of Prep and non-
Prep graduates from the USNA Classes of 1951-64 (De Luca, 1973). 9xcept for the first

two classes, Prep graduates from all other classes resigned at a lower rate. The total
resignation rates, 19.6% for Prepsters and 27.7% for non-Prepaters, are statistically
significant different beyond the .001 level.

A study by Levy (1973) involved separation from active duty of members of the USN.A
Classes cf 1954-68. Howevor, his criterion for inclusion in the sample was not limited
to those comaissioned ý.n the Army, Instead, he used graduates commissioned in the Army
as well as other services. Levy also considered graduates who were deceased while on
active duty or retired prior to 20 years service for medical reasons to be considered on
active duty through normal retirement age. Graduates who resigned or were otherwise dW--
charged without retirement benefits were considered as separations. Results of his
study are in Table 14. He found that 29.7% of the non-Prep USNA graduates were separated
prior to retirement, and that 19.5% of the Prep School USNA graduates departed prior to
retirement. Levy's conclusion was that Prepsters who graduate from West Point are ap-
parently more highly motivated towards a military career and voluntarily remain on active
duty longer than their non Prep School classmates.

Discussion

The purposes of this study were to investigate the change in College Board scores as a
result of attendance at USHAPS, and to determine how well USMAPS graduates per.form at USNA
and as Army officers. Concerning the change in College Board scores, there can be little

0~ doubt that USNAPS' trAining and education appreciably increase scores for the typic:al
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graduate. There in also sco evidence to indicate that even those who failed to gradu- --

ate from USNAPS increased their College Board scores (Table 2). This latter finding
provides partial support to the belief that the increase in total class score is not be-
cause thode who could not profit dropped out. However, whether or not those individuals
who failed to graduate and dropped out before the January College Board testing session
would have in- eased their scores is not known. For the most par., the invrea.,- in
USHAPS graduates' scores took place across the range of ability groups that enter ISMAPS
(Table 3). While some regression to the mean occurred, the finding that it was not more
prevalent is remarkable and speaks well for USNAPS. The USNAPS progres. thei'efore, seer,.
to ve successful in one of its main academic goals. By so doing, it widens the candidate
pool and allows many individuals who previously could not qualify for admission to the
Military Academy to receive appointments. USHAPS can thus serve 4m an avenue of upward
mobility to many types of individuals; for example, individuals with poor academic back-
grounds because of poor school or home environments, or individuals who were not moti-
vated to do well in high school but became motivated during the'r tenure as enlisted men.

It should be noted that several well-contilled studies to determine the effects of
coaching on the SAT's indicated that average increases of less than 10 points occurred
(Anastasi. 1968). The Trustees of the College Board, reviewing these studies, stated 7
that it is not reasonable to believe that admissions decisions can be influenced by such
small changes in scores (College Entrance Examination Board, 1965, pp. 8-9). The find-
ings of the present study showed much larger average increases and indicates that USMAPS
is able to accomplish something that other coaching programs do not. However, whether or
not the other coaching programs were equivalent to USMAPS' is not known by the informa-

tion available for the present study.

In regard to the performance of USNAPS graduates at the Military Academy, Prepsters do
not perform as well as tion-Prepsters in academics and, since General Grade Point Average
is heavily weighted with academics, they do not perform as well in it either. This is a

fairly well established but perhaps not a very important finding because of three rea- 0
sons. First, the mean scores for Prepaters in academics is certainly far above failing.Second, few Prepsters are separated because of inability in academics, the majority (78%)
being voluntary resignees. Third, there is not a strong relationship between academic
performance at USMA and later officer performance (Baler, 1948; Butler, 1974; Gaylord &

Russell, 19511 Haggerty & Stubbs, 1962; King et al., 1952). In leadership (LES), the per-
formance zidex that is most closely related to officer performance (see studies cited in
last senten-e), the Prepsters did as well as the non-Prepaters in the present study. In
past studies, Prepaters even did bettcr (Morgovsky, 1971; Wise, 19681 Howland, 1968). It
thus appears that looking at the composite of academics, General Grade Point Average, and
leadership that Preputers and non-Prepaters who remain at USNA are adequately prepared in
these areas.

In spite ol the above dircussion, there does appear to be one performance index i, which

USMAPS cadets are weak; namely, attrition from USMA. This is a crucial statistic and
one of the more important performance indices at USMA. Data from the last twenty years
indicates that USMAPS graduates have a higher attrition rate than non-USMAPS graduates.

This problem for prepsters is compounded when one looks at their "Success Rate" ir, Tabie
9. Table 9 shows that the main contributor to the low success rate has been those who
entered USNAPS under the Active Army category. Whether this difficulty can be overcome
by changing the quota system, better screening devices, different motivational programs,
or whatnver, remains to bs seen.m One change that d ight quickly improve the inetentaon
rate would be to allow entrance to fewer individuals with CEER scores of 200-500 and
VMS's of 2000-5500.

Concerning officer performance, Prepaters and non-Prepsters did not differ on Six Year
Order of Merit List Rankings, Current Order of Merit List Rankings, or Promotions. They
did differ on retention on active duty, with Prepsters having a significantly higher
rate. These findirgs somewhat balance off those dealing with USNA performance. For ex-
ample. the Prepaters' attrition rate *t USMA is higher, but for officers the resignation

The Office of the Director of Institutional Research is currently conduvting a study to

investigate how this and related problems can be overcome. (In
L5
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rate is lower. This raises the question an to the interaction between USMA and officer
retention. It may be that action taken to reduce attrition at Ulta will increase resig-
nation in the Army. In it worth it to have a higher officer retention rate for Prepaters
than non-Prepeters if the Prepster USlA rate Is lower? The answer to thir, is multifac-
eted and beyond the sc;e* of the present study.

Conclusion

In answer to the three questions listed in the introduction, the following conclusions
are made:

1. USMAPS is effective in acrcoplishing its academic goal of increasing its gradu-
ates* performance on verbal (SAT-V) and math (SAT-M) tests.

2. At USNA, Prepeters do less well than non-Prepsters in academics, but on the
average, Prepsters perform adeqrately.

3. For the USNA Class or 1975, Prepstcrs and non-Prepsters do now 'iffer on leader-
ship ability (LES). For several earlier classes, Prepaters did better on leadership
ratinje.

4. Prepsters have a higher attrition rato than non-Preputers at USMA.

5. TAG's have a higher success rate than AA'm.

6. As officers?.I graduate., perform as well as non-TISMAPS graduates on Six Year
Order of Merit Lict Rankings. Current Order of Merit List Rankings, and Promotions, How-
ever, USNAPS graduates have a higher retention rate on active duty.

77
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COMMUMN~ Oft PRIOR ADJANUAN
CF)LLUG NOARD SCornS OF UMNM GPADUATU

""N CO"BAD C0I,

PRIOR JANOKW PRIOR JANUARY
BAT-V SAT-V SAT-* SAT-"

'•IrALa

K 494 321 S47 601

So 8s 90 71 76
N IS0 150
r .73 .67
t 5.20 11.00

p <.0005 <.0005

TAGa

x 490 512 547 596
SD 65 a5 67 76
N 126 126

r.73 .63
t 3.89 8.84• IE<. 000S <. 0005

AA%

X 514 577 550 623
SO 82 78 90 76
N 24 24
r .71 .87
t 4.93 7.78
p <.000S <.0005

M •IOT The t tests were one-taile*d for correlated data.
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TABLE 2

I.WWARISOH OF PRIOR AND JANUARY
COLLMGE BOAm SCORES OF USNAPS DROPOUTS

GROUP CMLLEG sOAR SCORES

PRIOR JANUARY PRIOR JANUARY
SAT-V SAT-V SAT-N SAT-*

TVTALt

x 518 548 589 641

SD 105 113 80 70

N 35 35

r .84 .61

t 2.82 4.52
S<. 005 <.0005

TAG%

X567 578 598 627

SD 105 115 86 60
N 10 10
r .77 .58
t 0.44 1.23

> !-.05 '.05

Ak:

X499' 536 586 646

SD 98 110 76 73

N 25 25

r .87 .65
t 3.32 4.71

<<.005 <.0005

NOTE: The t tests were one-tailed for correlated data.
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0 TABLE 3
CONPARIUSON Or PRIOR AND JANUARY COLLEGE OARD SCORES Or

US•APS GRADUATES ORDERED BY QUtNTILXES R•A ON PRIOR COLLEGE BOARD SCORES i

COLLEGE ROARD SCOR A R

SAT-v SAT-V SAT-" SAT-N

TOP FIFrTH:

X603 608 637 670
SD 66 81 46 59
N 30 30
r .82 .60
t 0.58 3.68

) -. 05 <.0005

SECOND:

$ 24 536 572 618
SD 49 55 39 49
N 30 30
r .39 .60
t 1.12 6.16

2>.05 <.0005

. IMa 482 521 547 613

SD 41 62 42 62
N 30 30
r .55 .44
t 4.01 6.16
p <.0005 <.0005

S459 492 514 578
SD 37 78 41 53
N 30 30
r .52 .29
t 2.66 4.54
2 <.01 <.0005

BOTTON ft

X 400 455 469 524

SD 58 72 45 72
N 30 30
r .31 .05

t 3.84 3.57

1 <.0005 <.001

NOT!: The t toots wore one-tailed for correlated data.
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TABLE 4

COMPARISON OF USNAPS GRADUATES WITH ALL OTHER
CADETS ON CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC PEZIFONANCE AT USNA

CUMULATIVE ACADEMIC AVERAGE
CR RANG8 USNAPS NOII-USNAPS

200-500:

x 2.270 2.292
SD 0.036 0.072
N 7 45
t -. 778

2- >.05

501-600s

X 2.345 2.401
SD 0.101 0.108
N 48 409
t -_. 414

<.001

601-8900:

X" 2.445 2.559
SD 0.104 0.120
N 21 333
t -4.243
i 2 <.001 0

200-8001

X 2.366 2. 462
SD 0.111 0.141
N 76 787
t -5.768
. <.001

NOTEI The t tests were two-tailed for uncorrelated data.

! 0
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COWN o OanNpWZAYIY8z m~M& GOm PAOZMt&8~

AmsO fta aIm im u1MM WWg~i

200C-5500

i 2.360 2.372
SD) 04106 0.104

a N13 07
t -. 316

K2.371 2.43S
2D 0.100 0.109

N49 409

ýC.001

6001-6000 a

K 2.445 .53
8D 0.065 0.121
W 14 261R <00

2000410001

K2.393 2.470
BD 0.099 0.*130

N76 787

2. <.001

NM%~ Th~e t~ tests were two-tailed for unaornlats4 data.
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TARLEC 6

COMPRISN O USRPSGRADUATINS WITHI ALL 0TIIWR

Ch~TS N L mpmp NAWAIONSCOM AT USNA

LEADERSHIP EVALUATITON SCOM
LZEADEHIP POTMTIAL SCORN RANGAE uswAP- N0H-USKNW8

2O-50 ~x 2.544 2.498

SD 0.160 0.150
N 16 141
t 1.147

551-6502 .'0

X2.484 2.525
SD 0.173 0.151
N 41 429
t -1.636

2.5

651-8001

x 2.518 2.566
SD 0.156 0.153
N 19 217
t.>Q -1.3040>

200-8001

x 2.505 2.532
SD 0.166 0.153
N 76 787
t -1.458

2> >05

NOTE: The t tests were two-tailed for umoorrelated data.

tA
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NI'flNTIM4 AT USNA FOR
USIaS AND NON-USNAPS GRADUATES

"USNA CLhSS OF 1975)

ADRI!58IOU N-a
VA]ID5Izx N EN PXRD N ZNMIJ~L 0 ENROLLED N PMM3ND N SHROC1ZD % DIR0LLND

CUR Rango

200-500 23 7 30%* 86 45 52%
501-600 91 48 53%* 631 409 65%
601-800 30 21 70% 484 333 691%

"MN Renge

2000-5500 33 13 39%" 171 97 57%
5501-6000 86 49 57% 631 409 65%
6001-8000 25 14 56% 399 281 70%

LiPS Rnge

200-550 31 16 521 216 141 65%
551-650 78 41 52%** 649 429 66%
651-800 35 19 54% 336 217 64%

'ITTAL% 144 76 53%*** 1201 ?87 66%

*Using e one-tailed t test, the difference between USNAPS and Non-USNAPS V '3 enrolled
is statistically pignificant at the .05 level (p4.05).

"*p <.01

<.00

At, PIN1
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TA3X a K2 t

COMPARXI0N 0? TAG ANDM A&AP'OZMWS OW
(MMAP8 cm usm PsW•iMACS INDICES

CU1WLATIVE ACADbiIIC AVERAGE
ISTTISTICS TAG Lh

x 2.358 2.406
SD 0.103 0.146
N 64 12

t -1.358
. *>.05

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CUMULATIVE GENERAL JRADE POINW AVERAr.

TAG LA

I 2.375 2.424
SD 0.092 0.130
N 64 12
t -1.553
i >.05

LEADEMRSHP EVALUATION SCOWE

TAG LA

S2.494 2.566

SD 0.156 0.212
N 64 12
t -1.360

1 >.05

NOTl: The t tests were two-tailed for uwcorrelated data.
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S.1
TABLE 10

REASONS WHY USMAPS AND NON-UFKAPS GRADUATES
ATTRITED FPRO THE U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY

(USMA CLASS OF 1975)

USMAPS NON-USMAPS
GRADUATES GRADUATES

REASONS N N .

RESIGNED
Academic 4 6 6 1
Motivation 43 63 314 76
Honor 6 9 28 7
Personal 0 0 1 0
Other 0 0 4 1

SUBTLTAL - Resisned 53 78 353 85

SEPARATED- PERSONALITY
Conduct 0 0 1 0
Traits of Character 2 3 1 0
Honor 0 0 3 1
Leadership 1 1 3 1
Leadership & Academic 0 0 3 1

SUBTOTAL - Separated - Personality 3 4 11 3 , .'

SEPARATED - INABILITY
Academic 6 9 26 6
Physical Education 2 3 6 1

Medical 2 3 7 2
SUBTOTAL - Separated - Inability 10 15 39 9

DECEASED
Accidental 0 0 1 0

TUIRED BACK
Academic 2 3 10 2

IData collected as of Fall, 1974.
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Q ~TAULK 11
ATTR'ITION OF USNAS m tOI-USmhAPS CADETS AT US"4A

I USHAPS # USHAPS USNAPS NOV-USNAPS
USNA MrTERING' GRADUATING** GRDS GRAPS

CLASS YR USKA USNA LOSS _ LoSS

51 159 116 27.0 21.3

52 14S 104 28.8 22.2

53 142 89 37.3 27.7

54 130 a8 32.3 18.3 1 ,

55 134 75 44.0 23.3

56 197 113 42.6 22.4

57 109 57 47.7 21.3

58 103 58 43.7 20.6

59 69 35 43.5 25.1

60 84 52 38.1 26.9

61 91 41 55.0 34.8

62 92 49 46.7 37.1

63 76 46 39.5 30.8

64 91 49 46.2 27.4

65 71 49 31.0 32.2

66 73 46 37.0 27.4

67 61 34 44.3 28.0

68 48 29 39.6 28.2
69 62 34 45.2 28.8

70 96 65 32.3 25.7 ~
71 117 63 46.2 28.9
72 121 61 49.6 31.6

73 130 68 47.7 33.0 ,4

TOTAL ISNA
CL 51-73 2402 1425 40.7, 26.7%

*Tmrnbcks counted only in entering strength of original USNA Class.

**Graduating turnbacke counted with their graduatt.ng class. I

18
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TAWS 12

COWARISON OF USNAPS AND NON-USNAPS GRADUATES
BY BRANCH ON THREE OFFICER PERFORMANCE INDICES

(Classes of 1961-65)

PY40NOTrONS 6 YR. OLR CURRENT ONLR
USHAPS NON-USNAPS USNAPS NON-USMAPS USMAPS NON-USNAPS

ARmt
N 13 15f 17 198 14 151

S2.154 2.128 2.176 2.010 2.214 2.020
SD .387 .390 .809 .800 .893 .796
t 0.23 0.82 0.86

FAt

N 29 329 38 388 31 273

S2.034 2.054 1.921 1.995 2.065 1 974
SD .188 .242 .850 .813 .929 .811
t -0.43 -0.53 0.58

N 45 342 55 428 49 340

I 2.133 2.280 1.927 2.000 1.918 1.994
SD .593 .571 .836 .813 .812 .824
t -1.61 -. 0.62 -. 60 (2)
N 19 187 20 238 16 185

X 2.105 2.209 2.150 1.962 2.000 1.995
SD .470 .434 .813 .813 .816 .804
t -0.98 O.S9 0.02

SIGs
10 101 15 140 13 90

S2.200 2.029 2.067 2.050 1.846 2.067
SD .438 .331 .799 .825 .801 .818
t 1.49 0.08 -0.90

NOTE: All t's are nion-significant at the .05 level. For the Promotions criteria the
Claus of 1965 was removed, since no one in that Class had yet received an early
or delayed promotion.
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TMBU" 13

I8TUGNATIONS FKN ACTIVE DUTY

COWl•SS ZONED NWER Or PIMffAGM OF
USNA IN AMNY RSIGNIMS RSITGNATION
CLASS P4P NOW PREP OM PIUP NON

1951 89 263 26 64 29.9 26.9

1952 71 323 24 92 34.3 31.8

1953 57 320 14 113 25.9 37.8

1954 65 380 15 132 23.5 36.8

1955 50 274 10 84 20.0 32.4

1956 78 278 15 63 19.2 24.4

1957 48 358 a 106 17.4 31.1

1958 45 3i32 7 109 15.9 30.0

1959 32 413 7 110 22.6 28.6

1960 46 441 8 131 18.2 30.6

1961 39 433 5 117 13.2 28.4

.•962 46 480 7 107 15.9 23.4

1963t 44 402 0 86 0.0 20.4

"1964* 44 448 0 45 0.0 10.5

Totals
754 5,195 146 1.359 146/738 1.359/4,900

De•esac.d - 16 - 295

738 4,90 19.8% 27.7%

'*fased on the US Ar-y Register, I Jan 69 and Register of Graduates and Former Cadsts,
1802-1969, 30 Jun 69. .

NOTE: Percentages based upon number cowmissioned less deceased. Data in table were
obtained from A.P. DeLuca's 1973 report.
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TANA 14

SUAZTIOlS FK8 ACTI DUVE TY

Ulm~ TO~TAL TOTAL
c.S GA ,JATRS (PEPZs ts) SlEPAPMTIzOS •p"SEs)

H 54 633 (8e) 214 (20)
55 470 ( 73) 141 (1.6)
56 480 (113) 115 (19)
57 546 ( 58) 158 (12)
5-8 3a.7! ( 57) 172 (12)
6 59 499 (39) 151 (7) 'A

60 550 (46) 187 (12)
67 534 ( 41) 171 (18)
62 701 (49) 189 (01)

e,63 504 (47) 1.43 (6)
S• 64 565 (50) 175 (311)
!'65 596 (49) 208 (13)

66 579 (46) ISO0 5)"*67 583 (34) 190 (1.0)

GO1 706 (29) 1.9 0 )

TOTALS: 8419 (024) 2413 (161)

, on-Plop 7595 2252 29.7% Separated
Prep 824 1.61 19.5% Separated

NOlsE Data above were obtained from L.R. Levy's 1973 study.
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It. SJPPLEUSETARV NOTESl

ArS. Peiarrcfoy n a rmya fiesnDtceeoeando mmeso

C&A1 I lse ass faf 1aka97Sat 90.adascreta teU ls

of uzme 197f this i tudicated et detf the follwing (1) USNPS attendance imroe

College Board scoresi (2) at USKA, Prepaters did less well in academic* but at
least aS well or better than non-Prepsters in leadership ratings, (3) Prepaters
had a higher attrition rate than non-Prepatter at USN~i (4) 'The Adjutant
General's input had a higher "success rate" than the active Army's, wan (S) an
Anty officers, Prepaters and non-prepaters perfoxuead equally on three perfo*=-
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